
ar
X

iv
:2

21
1.

01
02

1v
3 

 [
ph

ys
ic

s.
pl

as
m

-p
h]

  4
 A

ug
 2

02
3

Data-driven modeling of Landau damping by physics-informed neural networks

Yilan Qin,1, 2 Jiayu Ma,1, 2 Mingle Jiang,1, 2 Chuanfei Dong,3, 4, ∗

Haiyang Fu,1, 2, † Liang Wang,4, ‡ Wenjie Cheng,1, 2 and Yaqiu Jin1, 2

1School of Information Science and Engineering, Fudan University, Shanghai, 200433, China
2Key Laboratory for Information Science of Electromagnetic Waves (MoE), Fudan University, Shanghai, 200433, China

3Department of Astronomy, Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts 02215, USA
4Princeton Plasma Physics Laboratory and Department of Astrophysical Sciences,

Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey 08540, USA
(Dated: August 7, 2023)

Kinetic approaches are generally accurate in dealing with microscale plasma physics problems
but are computationally expensive for large-scale or multiscale systems. One of the long-standing
problems in plasma physics is the integration of kinetic physics into fluid models, which is often
achieved through sophisticated analytical closure terms. In this paper, we successfully construct a
multi-moment fluid model with an implicit fluid closure included in the neural network using machine
learning. The multi-moment fluid model is trained with a small fraction of sparsely sampled data
from kinetic simulations of Landau damping, using the physics-informed neural network (PINN) and
the gradient-enhanced physics-informed neural network (gPINN). The multi-moment fluid model
constructed using either PINN or gPINN reproduces the time evolution of the electric field energy,
including its damping rate, and the plasma dynamics from the kinetic simulations. In addition, we
introduce a variant of the gPINN architecture, namely, gPINNp to capture the Landau damping
process. Instead of including the gradients of all the equation residuals, gPINNp only adds the
gradient of the pressure equation residual as one additional constraint. Among the three approaches,
the gPINNp-constructed multi-moment fluid model offers the most accurate results. This work sheds
light on the accurate and efficient modeling of large-scale systems, which can be extended to complex
multiscale laboratory, space, and astrophysical plasma physics problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Microscale kinetic physics is crucial for accurately
modeling many laboratory, space, and astrophysical sys-
tems [1–8]. Unfortunately, for large-scale systems, the
first-principle method, which is based on the direct nu-
merical treatment of the kinetic equations, frequently in-
curs computational costs that are unaffordably expen-
sive. To mitigate the computational cost of kinetic mod-
els, numerous attempts have been made to incorporate
kinetic physics into the fluid framework that evolves
a finite number of fluid moment equations constructed
by taking velocity moments of the kinetic Vlasov equa-
tion [9–11]. In the area of plasma physics, one pro-
found attempt is the Landau-fluid models pioneered by
Hammett and Perkins [12], who derived analytical clo-
sure relations for the truncated plasma fluid equations
by matching the exact linear response associated with
Landau damping in a collisionless electrostatic plasma.
A lengthy series of works have gone into devising vari-
ants of the fluid closures in different regimes that greatly
determine the validity and accuracy of the resulting mod-
els [13]. Unfortunately, one major difficulty in construct-
ing the fluid closures in collisionless plasmas is that it typ-
ically requires very nontrivial physical and mathematical
analyses applied to the specific regime. With the quick
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development of artificial intelligence in the past decade,
naturally, the question arises: Can machine learning as-
sist in completing this challenging task by exploring the
kinetic simulation data?

Indeed, using conventional artificial neural networks
(ANNs) for the discovery of fluid closures in collisionless
plasmas has been an active area of research. The earliest
attempt was perhaps made by Ma et al. [14], who trained
a multilayer perceptron (MLP), a convolutional neural
network (CNN), a discrete Fourier transform (DFT) net-
work to learn the Hammett-Perkins closure. However,
to the authors’ knowledge, this and the subsequent at-
tempts relied on training data from Landau fluid simula-
tions with a known closure relation. Promising progress
has been reported by Laperre et al. [15] who used an MLP
and a gradient boosting regressor to synthesize a local
mapping from local information to local plasma pressure
tensor and heat flux, using kinetic simulation data of
a two-dimensional (2D) magnetic reconnection problem
as the input. In their work, nonlocal closures were not
investigated, and the mapping differs from conventional
closure concepts where the plasma pressure is used as an
input.

One common issue in applying the traditional ANN to
the discovery of physical relations is its strong reliance
on large datasets and slow convergence since the com-
plex underlying physical constraints are not properly im-
posed. As a remedy, machine learning techniques and
methods such as symbolic regression [16, 17], sparse re-
gression [18–20], and the physics-informed neural net-
work (PINN) [21, 22] have been developed. In terms of
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theoretical plasma physics, some attempts have been re-
cently made by distilling the data and selecting appropri-
ate physical terms from a library of candidate terms. For
instance, Alves and Fiuza [23] explored sparsity-based
model-discovery techniques in Ref. [19] to discover multi-
fluid and magnetohydrodynamic equations from the ki-
netic simulation data. Modified PDE-Net (mPDE-Net,
where PDE refers to partial differential equation) has also
been used to discover multi-moment fluid equations to-
gether with an explicit heat flux closure from kinetic sim-
ulation data [24, 25]. However, such library-based frame-
works rely on pre-defined candidate terms that are not
always known or well understood. Among these venues,
PINN is possibly one of the most influential examples.
The physical partial differential equation (PDE) resid-
uals are incorporated into the loss function of the neu-
ral network as regularization, transforming the process
of solving PDEs into an optimization problem by con-
straining the space of permissible solutions. Since its
introduction by Raissi et al. [21], PINN and its vari-
ants have been widely applied to fluid dynamics, plasma
physics, electromagnetics, and many more areas [26–30].
One remarkable improvement of PINN was made by Yu
et al. [31], who added additional gradient loss terms to
construct the gradient-enhanced physics-informed neu-
ral network (gPINN) to improve the accuracy for large-
gradient shock-wave physics.

This work aims to explore the feasibility and effective-
ness of capturing the hidden fluid closure using PINN
without prescribing the form of the closure itself. A li-
brary of explicit candidate terms in the closure relations
would not be necessary. The key point here is to use the
kinetic simulation data that contains the complete clo-
sure information as the training datasets, and use fluid
moment equations to constrain the training process. The
trained neural network then embeds the closure infor-
mation implicitly and can be used to close the multi-
moment fluid equation system and incorporate desirable
kinetic physics. As a first but critical step, we will use
the example of Landau damping in a collisionless, elec-
trostatic plasma, which is one of the most fundamental
kinetic processes in a variety of plasmas. We will explore
the performance of the original PINN and its variants,
in particular, the gradient-enhanced PINN (gPINN), in
capturing the hidden fluid closure that can reproduce the
Landau damping process. The results of this study could
be extended to other more complex problems and be com-
bined with more sophisticated, more general approaches.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Physical model

Consider a collisionless plasma in the absence of a mag-
netic field, the dynamics of the plasmas are governed by
the Vlasov equation which describes the evolution of the

particle distribution function in the phase space (r,v),

∂fs
∂t

+ vs · ∇rfs +

(

es
ms

)

E · ∇vfs = 0 (1)

where fs(r,vs, t) is the velocity distribution function of
particle species s in a plasma, es/ms is the charge-
to-mass ratio of the particle species s, and the opera-
tors ∇r = (∂x, ∂y, ∂z) and ∇v =

(

∂vx , ∂vy , ∂vz
)

are the
gradient operators in configuration space and velocity
space, respectively. For simplicity, we consider a one-
dimensional model in x-vx space. Additionally, Ex(x, t)
is the self-induced electric field, which satisfies the Pois-
son equation describing the electrostatic field:

Ex(x, t) = −∇φ (2)

△φ = −
ρ

ε0
(3)

Here, φ(x, t) is the electric potential, ε0 is the vacuum
permittivity, and ρ(x, t) denotes the charge density:

ρ =
∑

s

esns (4)

where es and ns are the charge and number density of
the particle species s, respectively.

In general, Vlasov models tend to become more
memory-consuming and computationally demanding due
to the high dimensionality of phase space; so we consider
fluid models of plasma that involve only the evolution of
macroscopic quantities. Consequently, we obtain some
macroscopic fluid quantities by calculating the moments
of fs(x, vs, t) in the velocity space, and then extract the
evolution of the moments from the Vlasov simulation
data. In detail, macroscopic fluid quantities including
the number density ns(x, t), the fluid velocity us(x, t),
the pressure ps(x, t), and the heat flux qs(x, t) can be
derived from the first three moment equations:

ns(x, t) =

∫

fs(x, vs, t)dvs (5)

us(x, t) =
1

ns(x, t)

∫

vsfs(x, vs, t)dvs (6)

ps(x, t) = ms

∫

(vs − us)
2fs(x, vs, t)dvs (7)

qs(x, t) = ms

∫

(vs − us)
3
fs(x, vs, t)dvs (8)

The set of multi-moment fluid PDEs for electron species,
e, is expressed as follows (we drop the subscript, s, for
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FIG. 1: Physics-informed neural network (PINN) architecture for the multi-moment fluid model with an implicit
fluid closure learned from the kinetic simulation data. The whole procedure includes (a) kinetic simulation data
generation, (b) sparse sampling of training data, (c) PINN construction with the constraints of different moment
equation residuals and their gradients, and (d) parameter prediction.

the variables hereafter for brevity):

∂n

∂t
+ u

∂n

∂x
+ n

∂u

∂x
= 0 (9)

∂u

∂t
+ u

∂u

∂x
+

1

men

∂p

∂x
=

e

me

Ex (10)

∂p

∂t
+ u

∂p

∂x
+ 3p

∂u

∂x
+

∂q

∂x
= 0 (11)

∂Ex

∂x
=

ρ

ε0
(12)

These are the electron continuity, momentum, pressure,
and Gauss’s law equations, respectively. Clearly, the
update of the lower-order moment equations (e.g., the
pressure equation) depends on the evolution of the next-
higher-order moment (e.g., the heat flux q); therefore, a
comprehensive multi-moment fluid model must include
a closure relation to close the system of equations. Be-
cause of the absence of the evolution of the fourth-order
moment equation (or the heat flux equation) in the pre-
ceding equations, a closure relation for the heat flux q is
required for the multi-moment fluid model.

B. PINN and gradient-enhanced PINN

architectures

The schematic diagram of the whole architecture de-
picted in Fig. 1 includes four parts: kinetic simula-
tion data generation [Fig. 1(a)], sparse sampling of the
training data [Fig. 1(b)], physics-informed neural net-
work construction [Fig. 1(c)], and parameter prediction
[Fig. 1(d)]. Beginning with the generation of kinetic sim-
ulation data by numerically solving the equations of the
Vlasov-Poisson system, as depicted in Fig. 1(a), we take
snapshots of the velocity distribution f(x, vx) in phase
space at several time steps to characterize these data.
Secondly, for boundary and initial conditions, all physi-
cal variables (n, u, p, q, Ex) are sampled, but only density
n is also sparsely sampled from the simulation data at
the first few time steps as hypothetical known observa-
tions to train the neural network as shown in Fig. 1(b) (or
Fig. 2). Finally, the neural network with multi-moment
fluid equation residual constraints is built to recover and
forecast the number density n̂(x, t), the fluid velocity
û(x, t), the pressure p̂(x, t), the heat flux q̂(x, t), and the

electric field Êx(x, t) across the entire spatial and tempo-
ral range [Figs. 1(c) and 1(d)]. A schematic illustration
of the proposed PINN and gPINN, composed of a fully
connected feedforward neural network (FNN) with mul-
tiple hidden layers and a residual network with the fluid
moment equation and their gradient constraints, is de-
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picted in Fig. 1(c).

For the one-dimensional fluid model described by
Eqs. (9)−(12) on a spatial domain Ω ⊂ R, we first
define the multi-moment fluid system deduced from
the kinetic simulation data as the set F (x, t) =
{n(x, t), u(x, t), p(x, t), q(x, t), Ex(x, t)} and then con-
struct a neural network with the trainable parameters
θ to approximate the solution. The neural network as a
parametric function approximator can be represented by
a nonlinear function:

{n̂(x, t), û(x, t), p̂(x, t), q̂(x, t), Êx(x, t)} = F̂ (x, t; θ) ,

x ∈ Ω, t ∈ [0, T ]
(13)

where θ = {W , b} is the weight matrix and the bias

vector. We take the derivatives of F̂ with respect to x
and t by applying automatic differentiation. PINN en-
codes professional physical priors into the loss function.
These physical priors, which are expressed as a set of
PDEs with appropriate initial and boundary conditions,
are highly condensed knowledge of physical mechanisms
that can inform the neural network. Then we utilize the
constraints implied by the PDEs, the initial conditions,
the boundary conditions, and some extra measurements
of the density n as labeled data to train the neural net-
work. The whole loss function is defined as follows:

LPINN = wEqLEq + wBCLBC

+ wICLIC + wdataLdata

(14)

where wEq, wBC , wIC and wdata are the weights of each
loss function respectively. In this paper, we choose the
weights wEq = wBC = wIC = wdata = 1. In particular,
we seek to minimize the residuals of the fluid moment
equations, which are given as follows:

e1 =
∂n̂

∂t
+ û

∂n̂

∂x
+ n̂

∂û

∂x

e2 =
∂û

∂t
+ û

∂û

∂x
+

1

men̂

∂p̂

∂x
−

e

me

Êx

e3 =
∂p̂

∂t
+ û

∂p̂

∂x
+ 3p̂

∂û

∂x
+

∂q̂

∂x

e4 =
∂Êx

∂x
−

ρ̂

ε0

(15)

LEq =
1

Neq

Neq
∑

j=1

4
∑

i=1

|ei (xj , tj)|
2
, xj ∈ Ω, tj ∈ [0, T ] (16)

Here e1 denotes the continuity equation residual, e2 de-
notes the momentum equation residual, e3 denotes the
pressure equation residual, and e4 denotes the Gauss’s
law equation residual. Neq is the number of trained data
for LEq. In fact, we want to conduct an inverse problem
using PINN, where the fluid closure is implicitly included
in the neural network, assuming that both the initial and

boundary conditions are known and sparsely sampled,

LBC =
1

Nbc

Nbc
∑

j=1

5
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
F̂ i (xj , tj ; θ)−F i (xj , tj)

∣

∣

∣

2

,

xj ∈ ∂Ω, tj ∈ [0, T ]

(17)

LIC =
1

Nic

Nic
∑

j=1

5
∑

i=1

∣

∣

∣
F̂ i (xj , tj; θ)−F i (xj , tj)

∣

∣

∣

2

,

xj ∈ Ω, tj = 0

(18)

Although the model inputs should ensure that there
is enough information for the neural network to accu-
rately capture the governing equations of the system,
the amount of input information should be minimized.
Therefore, we only sample the kinetic simulation data
in the first few time steps as labels (see Fig. 2) to allow
the network to capture the fluid closure that incorporates
the kinetic effects. In this paper, only the density n is
sampled.

Ldata =
1

Ndata

Ndata
∑

j=1

|n̂ (xj , tj)− n (xj , tj)|
2 ,

xj ∈ Ω, tj ∈ [0, t′], t′ ≤
T

5

(19)

Meanwhile, other studies have demonstrated that
gPINN improves the accuracy of PINN, especially when
applied to PDEs with steep gradients [31]. Thus, we
introduce gPINN to capture the structures with large
gradients. The main idea of gPINN embeds the gradi-
ent information into the loss function by enforcing that
the derivatives of the moment equation residuals be the
minimum. Assuming that the gradient of the equation
residual ∇e exists, the loss function of gPINN is:

LgPINN = wEqLEq + wBCLBC

+ wICLIC + wdataLdata +wgLg

(20)

For the 1X1V case, the additional loss term is,

wgLg =
1

Ng

Ng
∑

j=1

4
∑

i=1

wgi

(

|∂xei (xj , tj)|
2
+ |∂tei (xj , tj)|

2
)

,

xj ∈ Ω, tj ∈ [0, T ]
(21)

The weight wg = {wg1 , wg2 , wg3 , wg4} is an extra hyper-
parameter in the gPINN architecture for optimization.

Conventional gPINN architectures incorporate the gra-
dient terms of all the equation residuals and add them to
the loss function [31]. In this paper, we make an attempt
to only include the gradient of a specific equation residual
as the additional constraint, which also reduces the com-
putational cost compared with the traditional gPINN.
Here, we define a variant of gPINN that only includes
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the gradient of the pressure equation residual, namely,
gPINNp. The idea of gPINNp is motivated by the fact
that the heat flux q and the pressure p are closely related
in the residual e3 of Eq. (15).

III. SIMULATION

A. Synthetic model setup

1. Kinetic simulation data generation

This section describes the kinetic Vlasov-Poisson sim-
ulations used to generate the training data. The physical
problem under investigation is Landau damping in a col-
lisionless, electrostatic plasma. The initial setup consists
of an immobile, neutralizing ion background and two per-
turbation modes applied to the electron density,

ne(x, t = 0) = n0(1 +A1 cos (k1x) +A2 cos (k2x+ ϕ))
(22)

ni(x, t = 0) = n0 (23)

where n0 is the initial density of each species, k1 and k2
are the wavenumbers of the two modes, A1 and A2 are
their amplitudes, and ϕ is a random phase.
We use the open-source continuum Vlasov code Gkeyll

[32] for this study. The simulation employs a periodic
configuration domain, 0 < x < 2π

k1

, discretized to 128
cells, and a plasma velocity space −6vths

< vx < 6vths

with 128 cells. A fixed time step size ∆t = 0.001ω−1
pe is

used and the simulation takes 10000 steps before it stops
at t = 10ω−1

pe . The numerical scheme being used is a dis-
continuous Galerkin method with second-order serendip-
ity polynomial bases [33]. The specific simulation param-
eters are summarized in Table I.
To construct the training datasets, the electron density

n, velocity u, pressure p, and heat flow q are extracted
from the phase-space data following Eqs. (5)-(8).

TABLE I: Summary of the initial setup parameters

k1 k2 A1 A2 ϕ

0.6 1.2 0.05 0.4 0.38716

Here we want to point out that the damping rates of
these two modes are different; the mode with a short
wavelength predominates but decays fast, and the one
with a long wavelength of low energy decays slowly.

2. Deep neural network setup

Both PINN and gPINN involve neural network archi-
tecture selection since it has a significant impact on the

prediction precision. The parameters of the neural net-
work utilized are shown in Table II. All of them were
determined by trial and error while taking into account
the solution precision, convergence, and computational
efficiency.

TABLE II: Parameter setting of PINN and gPINN (and
gPINNp)

Numbers of layers and
neurons within hidden layer

Optimizer
Learning

rate
Activation
function

Batch size

5 and 50 ADAM 0.01 Swish 10000

The artificial neural network consists of the input layer,
the hidden layer, and the output layer. A hidden layer
that contains five layers and 50 neurons provides the most
accurate solutions. In addition, we choose this network
structure in order to reduce additional computational re-
quirements or overfitting. We choose a non-linear activa-
tion function Swish [34] to retain information about the
gradient of the data with respect to the input variables (x
and t). In each iteration of the ADAM optimizer [35], the
mini-batch of data and the residual points used to penal-
ize the equation are processed and have a size of 10000.
To avoid an unstable training process caused by a rapid
change in the learning rate, we use a constant learning
rate of 0.01. In addition, we utilize weight normalization
to accelerate the training of PINN (and gPINN) [36].
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FIG. 2: Left: Schematic diagrams of training data sam-
pling from the simulation domain. Right: From top to
bottom, the kinetic simulation data of density n, ve-
locity u, pressure p, heat flux q, and electric field Ex ,
respectively.
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Data sampling diagrams of the neural network are dis-
played in Fig. 2. The training data are composed of
the randomly sampled Nic = 200 initial conditions and
Nbc = 300 boundary points from the five quantities, i.e.,
n, u, p, q, and Ex. For the electron density n, we also
sample a small set of points from 0 to 2ω−1

pe as extra
measurements, totaling Ndata = 23863 sampling points,
which correspond to a sampling rate of approximately
3.125% within t′ = 2ω−1

pe .

B. Data-driven modeling results

Based on the kinetic simulation data, we construct the
multi-moment fluid model using PINN and gPINN, re-
spectively. When training is converged, the neural net-
work simultaneously predicts the values of n̂, û, p̂, q̂, and
Êx for the whole time period up to 10ω−1

pe . We use the
integral of the electric field square over the entire configu-
ration space

∫

|Ex|
2 dx to evaluate the accuracy of PINN

(and gPINN) on capturing the Landau damping process.
Figure 3 shows the evolution of the electric field en-

ergy predicted by the PINN-constructed multi-moment
fluid model over time, and the temporal evolution of ve-
locity phase space distribution f(x, vx) at several fixed
time steps from the kinetic simulation data. Based on
the sparsely sampled electron density n in the time pe-
riod 0 < t < 2ω−1

pe , the PINN-constructed multi-moment
fluid model recovers and reconstructs the electric field
energy evolution during the time period t = [0, 10ω−1

pe ].
The predicted electric field energy oscillates and de-
cays as time progresses, with wave peaks at times t =
0, 1.871ω−1

pe , 4.399ω
−1
pe , 6.404ω

−1
pe , and 8.378ω−1

pe (labeled
as red dots), which agrees with the kinetic simulation
data. The evolution of the complicated velocity distribu-
tion f(x, vx) in phase space from the kinetic simulation
data at these time steps (labeled as red dots) is depicted
in the bottom panels of Fig. 3. The good agreement be-
tween the kinetic simulation data and PINN-generated
data indicates that the PINN-constructed multi-moment
fluid model is capable of accurately representing the com-
plicated evolution of the plasma dynamics and capturing
the Landau damping process even without directly evolv-
ing the distribution function in the phase space.
For quantitative assessment, we define the absolute er-

ror (AE) as the evaluation metrics, which is expressed
as:

AE(ŷ, y) = |ŷ(x, t)− y(x, t)| (24)

where AE(ŷ, y) is defined as the difference between the
outputs ŷ(x, t) of the neural networks and the kinetic
simulation data y(x, t).
The introduction of equation residuals into the loss

function [see Eq. (16)] is the most important component
of our scheme, while the equations provide the necessary
physical priors and serve as a roadmap for network op-
timization. It is noteworthy that our method does not

involve any explicit fluid closure equations, but the fluid
closure relation is implicitly included in the neural net-
work.

In Fig. 4(a), we compare the performances of the
PINN-constructed multi-moment fluid model using dif-
ferent combinations of moment equation residual as con-
straints [see Fig. 1(c) or Eq. (15)]. The goal is to de-
termine the minimum requirement to accurately capture
the Landau damping process. In more detail, the electric
field equation residual is always retained, and the number
of equation residuals is always 1 less than the number of
network predictions. As an example, PINN(n, u, Ex) in
Fig. 4(a) indicates the use of continuity and momentum
equation residuals, as well as the electric field equation
residual, while the model outputs are n̂, û, p̂, and Êx. In
order to compare and show more clearly the differences
between the results, we give the absolute errors between
the predictions using different numbers of equation resid-
uals and the kinetic simulation data. The overall abso-
lute error of PINN(n, u, p, Ex) is less than 10−3, which
is smaller than the other two cases using fewer equation
residuals, i.e., PINN(n, Ex) and PINN(n, u, Ex).

The results obtained by the PINN-constructed multi-
moment fluid model in Fig. 4(a) without using the pres-
sure equation residual as a constraint have seriously devi-
ated from the true value (or the kinetic simulation data).
Consequently, we draw the conclusion that it is necessary
to use at least the first three moment equations as con-
straints and such a fluid system contains five variables
(n, u, p, q, and Ex) to accurately capture the Landau
damping process. When this condition is not satisfied,
i.e., the number of constraints is less than the minimum
requirement, the PINN-constructed multi-moment fluid
model is not able to capture the specific kinetic effects
due to the lack of sufficient input information. Mean-
while, Fig. 4(a) also demonstrates that the results begin
to deteriorate at later stages, particularly in the wave
troughs of the electric field energy curve, where large de-
viations are observed. Therefore we adopt gPINN by
adding the gradients of the moment equation residuals,
which has been demonstrated to be more effective than
PINN [31] when addressing similar issues.

The performances of the PINN-constructed and
gPINN-constructed multi-moment fluid models in cap-
turing the Landau damping process are compared in
Fig. 4(b). Here, we introduce a variant of gPINN,
namely, gPINNp, which only incorporates the gradient
of the pressure equation residual as an additional con-
straint, while the traditional gPINN includes the gra-
dients of all the equation residuals [see Fig. 1(c) or
Eq. (21)]. The idea of gPINNp is motivated by the fact
that the heat flux q and the pressure p are closely re-
lated in the residual e3 of Eq. (15). Meanwhile, gPINNp
is computationally cheaper than the traditional gPINN
with more constraints. In both gPINN and gPINNp, the
gradient weight wgi is a hyperparameter, filtered by the
optimized tests with wgi = 0.01 (i = 1, 2, 3, 4 for gPINN
and i = 3 for gPINNp). In Fig. 4(b), the absolute er-
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FIG. 3: Top: The evolution of the electric field energy predicted by the multi-moment fluid model constructed us-
ing PINN (green dashed line) and the kinetic model (black solid line), with wave peaks at times t = 0, 1.871ω−1

pe ,

4.399ω−1
pe , 6.404ω

−1
pe , and 8.378ω−1

pe (red dots). Bottom: The velocity distribution f(x, vx) in phase space at these
peak points (see red dots in the top panel).

ror of the electric field energy between predicted and
true values reaches 2.22× 10−5 using PINN, 2.00× 10−6

using gPINN, and 4.68 × 10−7 using gPINNp at the
last wave trough approximately at time t = 9.5ω−1

pe .
The multi-moment fluid model constructed using stan-
dard gPINN fits the kinetic simulation data better than
that using PINN, while the gPINNp-constructed multi-
moment fluid model provides the most refined results,
especially at later stages t > 8ω−1

pe when the electric field
energy decays to relatively low values. The finding that
the gPINNp-constructed multi-moment fluid model has
the best performance indicates that the evolution of the
heat flux q heavily relies on the pressure p and its gradi-
ents, consistent with the theoretical expectation [13].

In Fig. 5, we record the aggregate losses LPINN and
LgPINN of PINN and gPINNp during the whole training
process, as well as each component of the loss function.
To filter out the oscillations in the time series for the loss
values, we employ a centered moving average by sliding
a window of length 100 iterations. LPINN and LgPINN

showed a general downward trend, with a gentle trend af-
ter 40,000 iterations and they converge to roughly 10−5

after a total of 216000 iterations. For the definition of
the loss function for PINN and gPINNp, see Eqs. (14)
and (20), respectively. As for the training procedure,
all convergent results are obtained after 2 × 105 steps
of iterative optimization. Among various contributing
components to LPINN and LgPINN , the smallest is the
data loss, Ldata, followed by the equation residual loss

and the loss at initial conditions, LEq and LIC , respec-
tively. In contrast, the boundary condition loss, LBC ,
has the largest magnitude. For LgPINNp, the contribu-
tion of the gradient loss, Lg, remains relatively small due
to its small weight ωg, which is determined through hy-
perparametrization. This small contribution is critical,
though, for achieving better performance.

In Fig. 6, we present the temporal-spatial evolu-
tion of the physical quantities predicted by the multi-
moment fluid models constructed using PINN, gPINN,
and gPINNp, and the true value from the kinetic simu-
lation. The corresponding row in each column displays
the relevant values for the density n, velocity u, pres-
sure p, heat flux q, and electric field Ex, respectively. As
shown in Fig. 6, the PINN, gPINN, and gPINNp archi-
tectures have the ability to accurately reconstruct and
predict those physical quantities with an implicit fluid
closure included in the neural network. It is notewor-
thy that the accurate prediction of these quantities only
relies on sparse sampling of a small fraction of the ki-
netic simulation data (see Fig. 2). Most importantly, the
neural network not only captures the kinetic damping
of integral electrostatic energy but also reproduces the
spatial-temporal profile of the physical quantities.

Figure 7 depicts the relative errors (RE) of the pre-
dicted quantities from the multi-moment fluid models
constructed with PINN, gPINN, and gPINNp based on

the definition, RE(ŷ, y) =
∣

∣

∣

ŷ(x,t)−y(x,t)
y(x,t)

∣

∣

∣
, where y(x, t) are
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FIG. 4: Temporal evolution of electric field energy and
absolute error using (a) PINN and (b) gPINN with dif-
ferent moment equation residuals as constraints. The
weights wgi = 0.01 (i = 1, 2, 3, 4) and wg3 = 0.01 are
adopted for gPINN and gPINNp, respectively, following
hyperparameter tuning.

the kinetic simulation data ŷ(x, t) are the neural net-
work outputs. All physical quantities predicted by the
three models are in good agreement with kinetic simu-
lation data. This particular comparison does not seem
to clearly favor any neural network. Note that the rel-
ative errors due to each run were computed against the
“true” solution frame by frame in time. Thus the errors
may be contaminated by the subtle phase errors of the
neural network predictions and do not necessarily reflect
the true performance of the models. Such anomalous er-
rors would be particularly distracting when computing
relative errors in quantities fluctuating near zero values,
such as u, q, and Ex, since the denominator may vanish,
making direct comparison extremely difficult. Hence the

FIG. 5: History of the aggregate losses and loss of
various components of PINN (top) and gPINNp with
wg3 = 0.01 (bottom). A moving average filter with a
moving window of length 100 time iterations is used to
smooth losses.

relative errors of these terms are not shown in Fig. 7.
Nevertheless, based on previous analysis and considera-
tions, the gPINNp architecture exhibits superior perfor-
mance compared with the other architectures.

IV. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In conclusion, we construct multi-moment fluid mod-
els using PINN and gPINN, where the fluid closure is
learned from the kinetic simulation data and is implicitly
included in the neural networks. The neural networks use
the physical constraints of the multi-moment fluid equa-
tion residuals and their gradients. In order to accurately
capture the Landau damping process, PINN and gPINN
need to include the first three moment equations (i.e.,
equations of n, u, and p) as constraints. Meanwhile, the
PINN and gPINN architectures are capable of accurately
predicting all these physical quantities concurrently.
In addition, we propose and explore a variant of

gPINN, namely, gPINNp. Unlike the traditional gPINN
that uses the gradients of all the moment equation resid-
uals as additional constraints, the gPINNp architecture
only adopts the gradient of the pressure equation as
the additional constraint. Compared with the results
from the cases using PINN and gPINN, the gPINNp-
constructed multi-moment fluid model provides the most
accurate predictions, especially at later stages. The find-
ing that gPINNp has the best performance indicates that
the evolution of the heat flux q heavily relies on the pres-
sure p and its gradients, consistent with the theoretical
expectation.
In the future, we intend to expand the extrapolation

capabilities of the neural networks in order to apply
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show the relative errors of the density n and pressure p, respectively.

PINNs to higher-dimensional and more intricate multi-
scale problems.
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